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ABSTRACT 

Responses of colleges and universities to declining 
revenues and enrollments were investigated, based on a 1983 survey of 
334 four-year institutions. Scalogram analysis was employed to 
determine whether there was a hierarchy of institutional responses to 
enrollment/revenue decline and whether declining and nondeclining 
institutions can be differentiated on the basis of their action 
Also considered was whether there were natural groupings of 
institutional responses to declining enrollments and revenues. The 
degree of association between cutback actions and the pattern of 
association between different retrenchment activities were assessed 
using factor analysis. Correlation analysis was used to examine 
differences between respondents' perceptions of institutional 
environments, form and functioning, and outcomes in declining and 
nondeclining institutions. Finally, regression analysis considered 
the extent to which institutions engaged in across-the-board versus 
selective cuts as they experienced declining revenues, and the extent 
to which resources were reallocated among different areas of 
institutional operations. No implicit hierarchy of response that 
reflected the severity of decline was found. Additional findings are 
presented, along with study questionnaires. (SW) 
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A Report on the Retrenchment Activities of Colleges and Universities 



Summary and Conclusions 

This report discusses tho results from four exploratory analyses 
designed to examine two questions; 1) How do Institutions respond to 
declining revenues and enrollments, and 2) Are there differences 
between growing and declining Institutions In Individuals 1 perceptions 
of Institutional behavior? We consider the analyses to be exploratory 
for a number of reasons. First, the analyses discussed In the first 
three sections are a first pass at manipulating the data collected In a 
1983 survey of 334 four-year colleges and universities. Second, their 
Is little consensus within the literature as how to define decline. 
For example, should one year's decrease In enrollments or revenues be 
defined as decline? Or, should decreasing enrollments or revenues be 
observed over a number of years before It Is defined as decline. 
Third, HE6IS financial and enrollment data have not been released for 
all the years Included In the survey study. Given these constraints, 
we have treated these analyses as an opportunity to experiment wtfh 
different definitions of decline. 

Each of the four analyses address different Issues. The first 
analysis employs a scalogram technique to examine whether there Is a 
hierarchy of Institutional responses to enrollment/revenue decline. It 
also examines whether decline and nondecllne Institutions can be 
differentiated on the basis of actions that they have taken over a 
specific period of time. The second analysis examines whether there 
are natural groupings of Institutional responses to declining 
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enrollments and revenues. Factor analysis was employed to assess the 
degree cf association between cutback actions, and to determine what 
the pattern of association was between different retrenchment 
activities. The third analysis examined whether there were 
statistically significant differences between respondents perceptions 
of Institutional environments, form and functioning, and outcomes In 
decline and nondecllne Institutions. The fourth analysis was designed 
to examine the relative Impact of a set of factors on the extent to 
which Institutions engaged In across-the-board versus selective cuts as 
they experienced declining revenues, and the extent to which resources 
are reallocated among different areas of Institutional operations under 
these conditions. 

Results 

1. The scalog^am analysis Indicated that there Is no hierarchy of 
Institutional responses to declining revenues and enrollments. 

2. The factor analysis revealed that there are some associations 
between the responses chosen by Institutions experiencing declining 
revenues or enrollments. For example, a factor was Identified and 
labelled "personnel reduction." Institutions that selected one 
personnel reduction option, such as reducing secretarial support, were 
also likely to select other similar personnel options, such as reducing 
staff support, and reducing the number of student services personnel. 
Three other factors Identified In the analysis were an "elimination of 
off-campus programs" factor, a "major reductions In Institutional 
operations" factor, and a factor that appeared to be related to an 
Institution^ efforts to tap Into the market for non-trad I tlona I 
students. 



3. The results of the correlation analysis revealed that there 
are a number of significant differences In the perceptions of 
respondents at decline and nondecllne Institutions that were concerned 
with the Institution^ environment, the Institution^ ability to 
compete with other Institutions for faculty and students, leadership 
credibility, and the satisfaction of organizational constituencies. 
Also notable were the findings of no significant differences on 
traditional measures that reflected organizational form and function, 
such as In perceptions of Institutional specialization, centralization, 
turnover, rewards and feedback, and resource al location decision 
styles. 

4. The results of the regression analyses Indicated thct a number 
of factors affect an Institution's propensity to engage In 
across-the-board cuts versus selective cuts accompanied by resource 
reallocation. Specifically, Institutions wer* more likely to engage In 
selective cuts as the severity of revenue decline Increased If they 
were privately controlled, and If they were two-year Institutions. 
Institutions were more likely to engage In minimal reallocation or 
across-the-board cuts If they were public, four-year, and If the 
duration of an episode of decline stretched over a number of years. 

Conclusions 

The results of these four analyses can be Interpreted In the 
following way; The selection of retrenchment options Is not nearly as 
orderly as It has been portrayed In the literature. There Is no 
Implicit hierarchy of response that reflects the severity of decline 
encountered, and less drastic responses, such as restricting travel, 
telephone and supply purchases, do not necessarily precede more drastic 



responses, such as declaring financial exigency. It also appears that 
the selection of Institutional responses to declining revenues and 
enrollments Is asynchronous, and the selection of specific cutback 
responses is largely dependent on the peculiar factors that constrain ' 
each Institution's options. While there appears to be minimal 
regularities In the specific actions employed by Institutions faced 
with declining revenues and/or enrollments, there are clearly 
differences In the perceptions of Individuals at decline and nondecllne 
Institutions. 

Moreover, the pattern of findings are consistent with the earlier 
work of the Orgar. izatlona I Studies Division, particularly with Zammuto 
and Cameron f s model of environmental decline and organizational 
response and with Chaffee's concept of Interpretive strategy. These 
preliminary findings suggest that the use of these conceptual 
frameworks In future analyses will yield significant Information on the 
nature of organizational decline and the nature of effective responses 
to decl Ine. 

Research Is presently be In Initiated In these directions, and 
will continue as future releases of HEGIS financial and enrollment data 
are made available. When this data becomes available later this year, 
It will be possible to determine the extent to which perceptions of 
enrollments and revenue experiences match the actual changes In 
Institutional enrollments and revenues; develop more fine-grained 
operational definitions of enrollment and revenue decline; determine 
how the perceptions of Individuals are affected by the reallocation of 
resources over time; how differences In organizational form and 
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function affect reallocation; and what the effect of the reallocation 
of resources Is on subsequent Institutional performance* 



♦ 
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INTRODUCTION 

This exploratory study employed four different analytical 
techniques to examine two broad questions: 1) how do Institutions 
respond to declining revenues and/or enrollments, and 2) are there 
differences between growing and declining Institutions In Individuals 1 
perceptions of Institutional behavior. Briefly, the first analysis 
employed a scalogram technique to examine whether there was any 
Inherent hierarchy In the responses selected by Institutions when they 
encountered declining revenues and/or enrollments. The underlying 
question was whether Institutions selected less drastic responses, such 
as reducing the number of courses offered, before selecting more 
dramatic ones, such as declaring financial exigency. The second 
analysis examines the same type of question but In a different manner. 
Factor analysis was employed to determine how Institutional responses 
to declining revenues and/or enrol Inents grouped together. The 
underlying question was whether there were any patterns In the types of 
retrenchment options selected by Institutions. 

The third analysis examined whether there were dlscernable 
differences In the perceptions of Individuals at declining Institutions 
and those at growing Institutions. Correlation analysis was used to 
examine a selected set of questionnaire Items, which reflected 
different aspects of Institutional environments, functioning, and 
outcomes, to determine whether significant differences existed In 
respondent perceptions. The fourth analysis examined factors that 
affected the relative use of across-the-board versus selective cuts 
when Institutions experienced declining revenues. As such, the final 



analysis provides a first step toward better understanding the process 
of resource reallocation during periods of financial distress. 

Data for the first three analyses were obtained from a 1983 survey 
of administrators, faculty, and trustees In 334 four-year coMeges and 
universities. The survey consisted of two questionnaires; one that was 
sent to all respondents that asked them for their perceptions regarding 
various facets of their Institution, and a supplemental questionnaire 
that was sent only to the Institutional rosearch officers. The second 
questionnaire requested factual Information regarding the occurrence of 
specific events at their Institutions between 1978-79 and 1982-83, The 
Instruments are Included as Appendices 1 and 2, Over 3,400 Individuals 
responded tc the first questionnaire. Data from this Instrument were 
aggregated to the Institutional level for the following three analyses. 
Institutional research officers from 269 Institutions responded to the 
supplemental questionnaire. 

Institutions were selected for Inclusion In the questionnaire 
study on the basis of four characteristics: enrollment size, 
Institutional control, enrollment change, and the presence or absence 
of graduate programs. Institutions were considered eligible for the 
study If their full-time equivalent enrollments ranged between 200 FTE 
and 20,000 FTE students. Smaller and larger schools were ellmlneted 
from the potential sample. The resulting sample Is representative of 
the population of colleges and universities within this size range. 
Selection on the basis of Institutional control was made to ensure that 
the relative proportion of public and private Institutions Included In 
the sample was representative of the population of colleges and 
universities as a whole. The presence or absence of graduate programs 
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criterion was also Included to ensure that the distribution of 
Institutions with and without significant graduate programs 
approximated that of the population as a whole. 

The final criterion was concerned with the changes In 
Institutional enrollments between 197«-79 and 1981-82. Institutions 
were separated Into three groups, which reflected whether their 
enrollments had grown, remained stable, or declined during this period 
on the basis of Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) 
enrollment data. Schools that had experienced declining enrollments 
were overrepresented In the sample selection process for the purpose of 
ensuring that the decline subsample would be large enough for 
meaningful analyses. Overall, the resulting sample of Institutions 
Included In the study Is representative of the population within the 
limits set by ths selection criterion. Data for the fourth analysis 
were drawn from the HEGIS financial survey for the years between 
1972-73 and 1980-81, and the sample Included all Institutions In the 
HEGIS universe. 

Before discussing the results of these analyses, one fundamental 
Issue needs to be addressed. This Issue concerns the definition of 
declining and nondecllnlng Institutions. There are two aspects to this 
Issue. One concerns the criteria for Identifying declining and 
nondecllnlng Institutions; the otbv focuses on delimiting the starting 
and ending points for determining whether decline occurred. The first 
problem has to do with the fact that there Is no unequivocal definition 
of what constitutes decline. Some studies use revenues, others have 
employsd enrollments, and still others have used a combination of both. 
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The second problem Is one of deciding how long a period of 
decreasing revenues, enrollments, or both constitutes an episode of 
decline. For example, does a single year f s decrease constitute 
decline? Or, should only a sustained decrease over a number of years 
be defined as decline? This particular problem Is excerbated by the 
fact that HEGIS financial data for the last two years on which the 
survey responses are based were not available at the time the analyses 
were undertaken. 

We decided to treat these classification problems as an 
opportunity in the process of exploratory analysis and experiment with 
different classification techniques, each of which appear to be 
appropriate for the specific analysis, given the data at hand. As a 
result, four different classification techniques were employed In the 
analyses discussed In the following sections. In the scalogram 
analysis, no a priori Judgments were made concerning whether an 
Institution had experienced or not experienced decline. The decision 
was based on the fact that If there was any underlying order In 
Institutional responses to decline, the results of the analysis could 
be used to separate decline and nondecllne Institutions. In short, 
Institutions that had not experienced decline would receive low scale 
scores, Indicating that they had selected few If any of the 
retrenchment activities. In contrast, decline Institutions would 
receive higher scale scores, Indicating that they had engaged In a 
number of retrenchment activities. 

The factor analysis and the correlation analysis employed variants 
of the same classification system to select and group Institutions. In 
these two cases, both HEGIS and perceptual data were used 1o construct 
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the classification system. In the factor analysis, Institutions were 
Included In the sample If there was complete agreement by respondents 
at the Institution that either enrollments or revenues had declined 
during the period 1978-79 and 1982-83. Institutions were also Included 
In the sample If HEGIS financial and enrollment data revealed that 
either their revenues or enrollments had decreased by more than five 
percent during the period between 1978-79 and 1980-81. 

In the case of the correlation analysis, institutions were 
classified as nondecllne Institutions If there was complete agreement 
that the Institutions enrollments or revenues had not declined during 
the period 1978-79 and 1982-83, or If the HEGIS data showed that 
revenues or enrollments had Increased by more than five percent between 
1978-79 and 1980-81. Con/ersely, Institutions were classified as 
having experienced decline If there was complete agreement among the 
respondents that their Institution's enrollments or revenues had 
declined between 1978-79 and 1980-81. The result ng classification 
yielded four groups that were Included In the analysis: 1) perceptual 
enrol Iment dec) Ine/nondecl Ine, 2) perceptual revenue 
deel Ine/nondecl Ine, 3) HEGIS enrollment dec I Ine/nondecl Ine, and 4) 
HEGIS revenue dec 1 1 ne/nondeel Ine groups. Analysis of these four 
separate groups allowed for an examination of: 1) whether any 
differences existed between dec I Ine/nondecl Ine Institutions In terms of 
perceptions of Institutional functioning, and 2) what the potential 
effects of using different techniques for classification were on the 
results. 

The regression analysis approached the problem differently In that 
the topic o* Interest was resource allocation under conditions of 
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declining revenues. Thus year-to-year changes In revenues were used as 
the basis for constructing the study sample. Institutions entered thr 
sample as a data point for each year that Its revenues declined from 
the previous year for the years between 1975-76 and 1980-81. Each of 
the classification techniques Is discussed In more detail In later 
sections of the report. 

Finally, It is Important to emphasize that these classification 
techniques are, at best, Imperfect, and that the results of the 
analyses need to be treated tentatively. Further analyses using a 
combination of up-to-date HEGIS enrollment ano financial Information 
and perceptual data from the questionnaire study will yield more 
definitive results. 

SCALOGRAM ANALYSIS 

The first analysis was concerned with determining whether there 
was an underlying continuum In the responses made by institutions 
experiencing declining revenues or enrollments. The logic. for this 
analysis was based on the reasoning of Mingle (1982), who suggested 
that the severity of retrenchment activities undb taken by Institutions 
experiencing cutbacks would match the severity of those cuts. Mingle 
presented a listing of Institutional responses to cutbacks that are 
arranged by the severity of the cut, which Is reproduced In Figure 1. 
The logic of Mlnyl^s reasoning is Intuitively appealing; the more 
severe the cut, the more drastic the response. 

We decided to empirically examine this idea by Incorporating a 
modified version of Mingled listing of Institutional responses Into 
our supplemental data questionnaire, which is attached in Appendix 2. 
Institutional research officers at 269 Institutions In the survey study 
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Figure 1 



INSTITUTIONAL RE SPOKFS Tn p imflK 



Severity 
Cutback 



Restrict travel, telephone, supply purchases 

Postpone equipment purchases 

Cut library budget 

Tighten tenure requirements 

Reduce energy costs through conservation and/or 

TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Employ part-time in place of full-time faculty 

Reduce secretarial staff 

Defer maintenance and renovation projects 

Adjust investment policy to maximize short-term gains 

Reduce course offerings; Increase class size 

Increase tuition, room and board fees 

Initiate a student health fee or increase other special fees 

Require larger/earlier deposits 

Reduce number of resident advisors, counselors, other 
student services personnel 

Eliminate general fund support of intercollegiate athletics 

Initiate special one-time surcharges to students 

Lease, convert, or close excess dormitory space 

Impose a hiring freeze— reduce costs through attrition 

Cut staffs of public information, alumni offices 

Reduce or eliminate summer school offerings 

Terminate professional administrative staff (associate 

DEANS, ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENTS, ETC.) 

Close the university press 

Close the natural history/art museum 

Eliminate the intramural sports program 

Eliminate off-campus programs 

Reorganize governance structure— eliminate "colleges," 
departments;* replace with "divisions* 

Eliminate low producing/low priority elective courses; 
terminate nontenured faculty who teach them 

Discontinue low priority academic programs; transfer 
tenured faculty to related departments 

Declare a state of financial exigency 

Close major academic units, departments, colleges, schools 

Terminate tenured faculty 

Merge institution with stronger institution 

CL $£ E -I?i4E S I IT ,i!I!2 N; TRANSFER ENDOWMENT AND OTHER ASSETS 
TO RELATED PURPOSE 



Source: "Redirecting Higher Education In a Time of Budget Reduction, 
James R. Mingle. Issues in Higher Education , no. 18, 1982. 



12 

15 



completed the Instrument. They were asked to Indicate whether their 
Institutions had engaged In any other of the listed activities since 
1978-79. If Mingle was correct, there would be a hierarchy of 
responses with an underlying continuum based on the enrollment and 
revenue dec I Ine. 

The problem of empirically testing this idea was approached using 
Guttmen Scale analysis. The technique provides a means of analyzing a 
set of Items to determine: 1) whether the responses of Institutions 
were dependent on a single factor, In this case the severity of decline 
encounterod, and 2) whether Institutions could be ordered on the basis 
of their responses so that decline and nondecl ine Institutions could be 
Identified. If a set of Items conforms to a valid Guttman scale, then 
1) the less frequently an Item occurs (I.e., receives a positive 
response) the greater Its severity, 2) Institutions that respond 
positively to more severe items will respond positively to less severe 
Items, and 3) Institutions 1 cumulative scores are Indicative of the 
actions they have and have not taken. 

The scalogram procedure works by 1) calculating a total score for 
each respondent on the Items In the scale; 2) calculating the frequency 
of positive responses for each Item; and, then 3) based on 1 and 2 
above, determining the number of respondents that should have passed 
and failed each item. Derived marginals from this procedure are then 
used to estimate statistics that Indicate the extent to which the Items 
form a Guttman scale. 

The statistical program used to carry out the analysis (SPSS) also 
provides Item I ntercor relations so that the Investigator can further 
evaluate the fit of a single item to the other Items In the 
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hypothesized scale. The major drawback of the program used was that It 
would evaluate no more than twelve Items at once. We attempted to 
minimize this problem by analyzing the twelve most frequently occurring 
Items on the first pass; the next eleven plus twelfth from the first 
pass on the second pass, and so on. 

Since we were Interested In determining whether decline and 
nondecllne Institutions could be Identified on the basis of their 
responses, all the Institutions reporting complete data for the 
supplemental questionnaire were Included In the analysis. This 
selection criterion resulted In 251 Institutions being Included In the 
analysis. 

The results of applying the scalogram analysis to the rlrst twelve 
questionnaire Items are shown In Table 1. Examples of the kinds of 
Information provided by the scalogram program follow; 

i1) The number of Institutions responding affirmatively/passing 
("1") and negatively/falling ("0") each Item Is printed at 
the bottom of the table along the row marked SUMS. For 
example, 96 institutions passed Item Q7. 

(2) The percent of Institutions responding affirmatively/passing 
("1") and negatlvely/fall Ing ("0") each Item Is printed at 
the bottom of the table along the row marked PCTS. For 
example, 7916 of the Institutions passed Item Q6. 

(3) The program prints the term ERR above those responses which 
(based on their scale score) passed an Item when they should 
have failed It, or failed an Item when they should have 
passed. For example, two (2) Institutions failed Item Q8 
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Scalogram Analysis for Cutback Items: Set 1 
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when they should >ave passed it; twelve Institutions passed 
Item Q20 when they should have failed It. 
(4) An Item-by-ltem accumulation of errors Is printed across the 
bottom of the table alongside the heading ERRORS. The left 
value under each Item gives the number o' respondents who 
failed an Item when they should have passed It, and the right 
value Indicates the number of respondents who passed the Item 
when they should have failed It. For example, three (3) 
Institutions passed Item Q8 when they should have failed It; 
twenty-two (22) failed It when they should have passed It. 
The statistics reported In the box below the table Indicate the extent 
to which the set of twelve Items form a Guttman scale. They are 
derived from the marginal totals In the table. 

The "coefficient of reproducibility" equals the percent of correct 
responses. That Is, D-(total number of errors/total number of 
rbsponses)]. A general guideline to the Interpretation of the 
coefficient Is that a score of higher than .9 Is considered to Indicate 
a valid Guttman scale (Nle, et al. f 1975). The coefficient for the 
twelve Items shown In the box In Table 1 Is .7558, about 15 percent 
lower than what Is considered essential for evidence of a valid Guttman 
scale. 

The other coefficients may be described as follows (Nle, et al., 
1975; 533); 

The "minimum marginal reproducibility" constitutes 
the minimum coefficient of reproducibility that 
could have occurred for the scale given the cutting 
points used and the proportion of respondents 
passing and falling each of the Items. It Is 
calculated by summing the maximum marginals for 
each Item and dividing this sum by the total number 
of responses. The difference between the 
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coefficient of reproducibility and the minimum 
marginal reproducibility Indicates the extent to 
which the former Is due to response patterns rather 
than the Inherent cumulative Interrelation of the 
variables used. This difference Is called the 
"percent Improvement" and is actually the 
difference In the two percents rather than a ratio 
Itself... The final measure Is obtained by 
dividing the percent Improvement by the difference 
between 1 and the minimum marginal reproducibility. 
The denominator represents the largest value that 
the percent Improvement may attain, and the 
resulting ratio Is called the "coefficient of 
scalability." The coefficient of scalability also 
varies from 0 to I, and should be well above .6 If 
the scale Is truly unldlmenslonal and cumulative. 

Evaluation of the derived coefficients In Table 1 In terms of the 
descriptions and criterion cited above suggests that they do not form a 
valid Guttman scale. In other words, It appears very unlikely that 1) 
there Is an underlying unldlmenslonal continuum of severity; 2) If 
severity Is determlned-by or Inversely-related-to frequency of 
occurrence, then Institutions often took more severe actions before 
taking less severe actions; and, therefore 3) that particular actions 
taken by Institutions are not Indicative of other responses they havo 
taken. These conclusions seem appropriate to all three of the analyses 
performed—the analyses for the remaining Items are shown In Tables 2 
and 3. Thus the results suggested by the scalogram analyses were 
contrary to what we expected, given the logic of Mlngla's reasoning. 

In order to better understand why the events lacked the 
hypothesized structure, an additional analysis was performed. This 
Involved crosstabulatlng each of the first 25 events In the 
supplemental questionnaire against Item 023 ("Declare state of 
financial exigency"). Item Q23 was chosen because "declaring a *tate 
of financial exigency" is generally considered a severe response to 
declining enrol Iment and revenue. The results of this analysis are 
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Scalogram Analysis for Cutback Items: Set 2 
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Table 2 continued 
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Table 3 



Scalogram Analysis for Cutback Items: Set 3 
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reported In Table 4. The "twist" In the Table Is that the numbers 
reported In each cell represent the number of Institutions that 
dld/dld-not declare financial exigency and also "dld-not" report doing 
the event specif lea In each row. Thus, for example, the data In the 
first row Indicate that two Institutions that declared financial 
exigency did not "restrict travel, telephone, and supply purchases 
(QU— rather curious In view of the seriousness of the former event. 
The data In the table Indicate that of the 16 Institutions which 
declared financial exigency, several did not tako actions that seem far 
less severe. 

The results of this analysis seems to shed some light on why the 
scalogram analysis was unable to find an underlying dimension of 
severity on the first 25 Items of the supplemental questionnaire, or, 
attribute some meaning to the number of events that Institutions 
reported experiencing during the study period. The results of these 
analyses suggest the possibility that Institutions may not have had the 
option to take seemingly less severe actions — either because they were 
already operating on the margin and/or because of unique Institutional 
constraints. 

FACTOR ANALYSIS 

With the results of the scalogram analysis showing that there was 
a hierarchy of responses based on a continuum of the severity of 
enrollment or revenue decline, we decided 1o explore whether 
Institutions might engage In selected "sets" of activities to cutback 
their operations. That Is, institutions might focus on retrenching by 
cutting back In some areas of operation and not others. For example, 
an Institution might cutback by reducing expenditures In the areas of 
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Table 4 



Crosstabulation of Declaring a State of 
Financial Exigency with Other Cutback Items 
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Table 4 continued 



J}_ Events 
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support staff or by curtailing maintenance, and not by reducing faculty 
or course offerings. If this were the case, It wouid explain the lack 
of a hierarchy of responses. 

To Investigate this possibility, we selected a sample of 
Institutions from those participating In the 1983 survey that were 
shown to have experienced declining revenues or enrollments sometime 
between 1978-79 and 1982-83. Institutions were Included In this 
subsample If one or more of the following conditions were met; 1) All 
the respondents from an Institution agreed that enrollments or revenues 
had decreased sometime during the period between 1978-79 and 1982-83, 
or 2) Analysis of HEGIS enrollment and financial data showed that 
Institutional enrollments or revenues had decreased by more than five 
percent between 1978-79 and 1980-81. Of the Institutions completing 
the supplemental questionnaire, 91 Institutions satisfied at least one 
of these selection criteria and had complete data for the 
cutback-related Items (Items 1-25) contained In the questionnaire. 

The problem of determining whether there were cutback activities 
that had a high correspondence or correlation with one another was 
approached by employing factor analysis. For the 91 Institutions 
Included In the analysis of cutback-related Items, the Initial factor 
decomposition produced ten factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. 
Ten factors were subsequently extracted from a correlation matrix using 
squarred multiple correlations as estimates of communal I ties. These 
factors accounted for approximately 45 percent of the variance In the 
system. The results of the varlmax rotated solution are shown In Table 
5. 
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Table 5 



Factor Analysis of Cutback Items: 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix 
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A review of the results shown In Table 5 suggests that meaningful 
Interpretation could only be tied to the first three factors. Assuming 
a .5 or greater loading for a cut-off value, the variables that define 
factor 1 Include (factor loadings are shown In parentheses): 

(1) Q6: Reduce staff support through attrition (.67). 

(2) Q9s Reduce secretarial support (.65). 

(3) Q15: Reduce number of student services personnel (.57). 

(4) 020: Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions (.56). 
This factor might be labelled "personnel reduction." Within the 
context of this study, It suggests that when Institutions experiencing 
decline reduce personnel In one area of operations, they also are 
likely to reduce the number of personnel In other areas. 

The second factor was defined by only two variables: 

(1) 021 : eliminate off-campus programs (.88). 

(2) 022: Eliminate o- ; f-campus teaching sites (.84). 
This factor might be labeled "off-campus programs." 

The third factor was defined by three variables: 

(1) 019s Lease, convert, or close dorm space (.53). 

(2) 023: Declare state of financial exigency (.51). 

(3) 024: Terminate tenured faculty (.76). 
This factor might be labeled "major reductions." 

While several of the remaining variables have loadings of .5 or 
larger on the remaining factors, they are not given to straightforward 
Interpretation. The simplest Interpretation of this condition Is that 
the remaining variables occurred In a relatively asynchronous manner. 
That Is, they occurred as Isolated events, rather than In combination 
with other activities. This thesis receives further support from the 
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results of the scalogram analyses, which Indicated that no hierarchy of 
cutback responses exists. 

The same type of analysis was performed for Items 26 through 35, 
which reflected more proactive responses an Institution might take In 
attempting to reposition Itself In the educational market place. A 
total of 103 Institutions met the criteria for Inclusion and had 
complete data on these Items. Initial factor decomposition produced 
three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 .0. These factors 
accounted for about 30% of the variance In tue system. The results of 
the varlmax rotated solution are shown In Table 6. 

A review of the results shown In Table 6 shows that only the first 
lector can be meaningfully Interpreted. Again, using a .5 factor 
loading cut-off value, the four variables that define the factor are; 

(1) 026: Establish new off-campus teaching sites (.50). 

(2) 033: Develop or Increase courses for part-time students 
(.53). 

(3) 034: Develop or Increase the number of adult leisure courses 
(.64). 

(4) 035: Develop or Increase the number of continuing education 
courses (.74). 

This factor might be labeled "non-trarMtlonel education." The 
remaining variables apoear to share neither comrx>n characteristics nor 
common occurrence. 

Overall, the results of the analysis show there are some groupings 
of related activities that institutions employ In adjusting to 
decreasing enrollments and/or revenues. But, while sane sets of 
activities emerged from the analysis, the absence of other sets of 
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Table 6 



Factor Analysis of Proactive Items: 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix 
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.13791 


Q27 


.32150 


.46627 


.41867 


Q28 


.11905 
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activities was surprising. For example, no set of activities forced 
around a "faculty adjustment 11 factor, which might have Included such 
Items as: Increase faculty workload, Impose a hiring freeze on faculty 
positions, employ part-time In place of full-time faculty, or tighten 
tenure requirements. In short, the analysis Indicates that there Is 
some ordering In Institutional responses to cutback, but less than was 
Initial I y expected. 

CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

Given the relative paucity of results from the scalogram and 
factor analyses, we decided that a shift In the focus of the research 
question was In order, from one of "how do Institutions respond to 
decline 11 to one of "ore there differences between decline and 
nondecllne Institutions?" This facet of the research Is best described 
by a combination of two metaphors. The first Is that of a hunter using 
a shotgun In the hope that when fired It will hit something. The other 
Is that of a fisherman, trawling with a large net hoping to catch 
something. Thus we assigned schools to groups of decline and 
nondecllne Institutions and then sought to statistically determine 
through correlation analysis If and where the groups differed on 
selected perceptual and objective Items from the questionnaire study. 

The first task that had to be carried out was the development of 
decline and nondecllne groups. As previously noted, setting criteria 
for Inclusion In the study groups Is largely an arbitrary matter. We 
approached this problem by creating four grouping variables: two based 
on respondents perceptions about enrollment and revenue conditions at 
their Institution between 1978-79 and 1982-83; and, two based on 
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percent-change In enrollments and revenues based on HEGIS data between 
1978-79 and 1980-81. 

The perceptual enrollment variable was created by assigning 
Institutions a score of 1.0 If al ' respondents In a school Indicated 
that enrollment declined In at least one /ear between 1978-79 and 
1982-83 (Appendix 1, Section 2, Item 2). Institutions received a score 
of 0.0 If there was 1 00% agreement that enrollments did not decline. 
When agreement among an Institutions respondents was less than 100 
percent, data for the Institution were treated as missing. The 
perceptual revenue variable was created In the *»me manner (Section 3, 
Item 2). 

The HEGIS-based enrollment variable was created by assigning 
Institutions a score of 1.0 If enrollments decreased by 6 percent or 
more between 1978-79 and 1980-81. Schools received a score of 0.0, If 
their enrollments Increased by 6 percent or more. Schools not falling 
In either category were treated as missing. The HEGIS-based revenue 
variable was created by assigning schools a score of 1.0 If there 
constant dollar revenues decreased by more than 6 percent, and a score 
of 0.0 If they Increased by more than 6 percent for the same period. 

Crosstabulatlon of the perceptual and HEGIS-based enrollment 
variables (Table 7) Indicates relatively little overlap between the two 
procedures. Subtracting out non-agreement and non-change schools 
(n«94), we find 48 cases In the remaining 240 , or 20 percent, that are 
similarly classified by both procedures. The comparable number for the 
revenue variables In Table 8 Is less than 12 percent. The relatively 
small degree of overlap Is not, of necessity, bad. Some disagreement 
must be expected as a function of the differences In the time period 
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Table 7 



Crosstabulation of Perceptual and 
HEGIS Enrollment Variables 



HEGIS-based Enrollment Variable 



Perceptual Enrollment 
Variable 
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Non 100% Agreement 
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Table 8 



Crosstabulation of Perceptual and 
HEGIS Revenue Variables 



HEGIS-based Revenue Variable 



Perceptual Revenue 
Variable 


-5 to 5% 
Change 
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Non 100% Agreement 
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13 
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143 
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covered by the two sets of variables. The perceptual variables, 
1978-79 to 1982-83; the HEGIS-based variables, 1978-79 980-81. At 
minimum, the low level of agreement and general differences between 
classified cases demonstrates the relative arbitrariness of any 
operational ization of the concept of decline. 

A second, but nonetheless, equally Important issue concerns the 
level of disagreement within schools regarding enrollment and revenue 
related events. The data In Tables 7 and 8 Indicate that respondents 
In 60 percent to 80 percent of the schools studied disagreed about what 
occurred In their schools during the five yee^ study period. At 
minimum, this suggests that Individuals In a majority of the schools In 
this study were poorly Informed about enrollment and revenue conditions 
at their own Institutions. The effects of this problem will be 
Investigated In future work. 

In order to determine whether there were significant difference? 
between dec I Ine and nondecllne groups each of the grouping variables 
was correlated with each of the relevant questionnaire and objective 
data Items. Institution questionnaire scores were taken as the mean of 
respondents scores at that Institution. The nature and significance of 
a derived correlation In this Instance—that Is, where one variable is 
dlchotomous and the other continuous— Is mathematically equivalent to 
the nature and significance associated with a T-test for group 
differences. 

The major drawbacks of this approach are that 1) It capitalizes on 
chance differences between groups; 2) It fails to Incorporate 
I ntercor relations between Items Into associated probability estimates; 
and, 3) because of problems one and two above, the "type I error" 
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associated with each statistical test Is many times greater than 
suggested by the results of utilizing a packaged statistical prograti. 
On the positive side, If one simply views the results as exploratory 
and only suggestive, rather than definitive In a hypothesis- testing 
sense, they can provide Insight Into differences between decline and 
nondecllne schools in the sample studied. 

Statistically significant (p<.05) correlations— which, as 
previously noted, are equivalent to significant T-tests for group 
differences— between the grouping variables and the first 25 objective 
data Items are Indicated by x«s In Table 9. These Items might be 
regarded as defensive or retrenchment oriented actions that 
Institutions Initiated In order to exist under declining enrollment and 
revenue conditions. Correlations for items 26 through 35, which are 
primarily proactive or repositioning oriented are also shown In Table 
9. 

Two points are pertinent to the Interpretation of the results In 
Table 9. First, non-sign If leant Items are, In many ways. Just as 
Informative as significant ones. That Is, they Identify areas In which 
decline and nondecllne Institutions do not differ even though they have 
had very different enrollment and revenue experiences. Second, 
inspection of the signs of significant correlation coefficients 
indicates that they are all In the "correct" direction. That Is, the 
sign on these coefficients Indicate that schools In the decline group 
were always more likely to have taken defensive actions than those In 
the nondecllne group. The following discussion will take the 
relatively conservative position of only discussing variables that were 
identified as significant (or nonsignificant) by both the perceptual 
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Table 9 



Correlational Analysis: Cutback in Proactive Items 
by Decl ihe/Nondecline Groups 
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and HEGIS-based enrollment or revenue vt"laoles. The Interested reader 
will find the results of al I tests In Table 9. 

The data in Table 9 Indicate that Institutions experiencing 
enrollment decline were more likely than nondecllne Institutions to: 

(1) Lower admissions standards [item 2]. 

(2) Cut library budget [item 4]. 

(3) Reduce support staff through attrition [item 6]. 

(4) Reduce secretarial staff [Jtem 9], 

(5) Reduce number of course offerings [item 12]. 

(6) Require larger and/or earlier tuition deposits [item 14]. 
Similarly, Institutions falling Into the revenue decline category 

were mr t e likely than nondecllne Institutions to: 

(1) RestrU; iravel, telephone, and supply purchases [item 1]. 

(2) Cut I ibrary budget [item 4]. 

(3) Reduce support staff through attrition [item 6]. 

(4) Employ part-time In place of full-time faculty [item 8]. 

(5) Reduce secretarial staff [item 9]. 

(6) Defer maintenance and renovation projects [item 10]. 

(7) Reduce number of course offerings [item 12]. 

(8) Increase tuition, room, and board charges beyond Inflation 
rate beyond Inflation rate [item 13]. 

(9) Reduce the number of student services personnel [item 15]. 

(10) Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions [item 20]. 
Perhaps, the most Interesting results of the study concern the 

general lack of statistically significant differences between the 
decline and non-decl Ine study groups with respect to the proactive 
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Items (Table 9, Items 26-35). These results suggest that It Is not for 
lack of action that decline schools are In the situation they are In. 

Items which failed to generate significant differences on any of 
the grouping variables Include: 

(1) Tighten tenure requirements [Item 5]— cited by approximately 
half the Institutions In each group. 

(2) Reduce energy costs through conservation [Item 7]— cited by 
almost all Institutions In each group. 

(3) Increase faculty workload [Item 11>-clteti by approximately 
half the Institutions In each group. 

(4) Eliminate general fund support of Intercollegiate athletics 
[Item 17]— cited by very few Institutions In each group. 

(5) Eliminate off-campus programs [Item 2l]~clted by very few 
Institutions In each group. 

The results of the tests for group differences on the 
questionnaire Items are shown In Table 10. Again, the following 
discussion will take the relatively conservative approach of discussing 
those Items that were Identified as significant (nonsignificant) by 
both the perceptual and HEGIS-based enrollment or revenue variables. 
The results of the tests Indicate that respondents In schools that fell 
Into both enrollment decline categories were more likely to agree 
(disagree) with the statement that: 

(1) Agree: Competitive actions of other colleges and 

universities now affect this Institution In more areas (e.g., 
price, programs, area served) than In the past [Section 1, 
#5]. 
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Table 10 



Correlational Analysis: Perceptual Items 
by Decline/Nondecline Groups 
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Table 10 continued 
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(2) Agree: Competition with other colleges and universities for 
student enrollments has Increased over the past few years 
[Section 1, #6]. 

(3) Disagree: Those who make a personal or financial Investment 
In this institution believe that they receive an ample return 
[Section 4, #7]. 

(4) Disagree: Top administrators have high credibility [Section 
4, #18]. 

(5) Disagree: This Institution tends to do more of what It does 
well, to expand In areas we have expertise [Section 6, #8]. 

(6) Disagree: Persuasion, negotiation, and coal Itlon-bulldlng 
are examples of what determines resource allocation [Section 
7, #12]. 

Respondents In enrollment decline schools also rated their 
Institution significantly lower on Items 24, 25, and 28 In Section 8: 

(7) Item 24: How many faculty members at this college are 
actively engaged now In professional development 
actlvltles~e.g., doing research, getting an advanced degree, 
consulting, etc.? 

(8) Item 25: Colleges may be rated on the basis of their 
relative "drawing power" In attracting top high school 
students. In relation to other colleges with which It 
competes, what proportion of the top students attend this 
Institution rather than the competition? 

(9) Item 28: Organizational health of the college. 
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The results of the tests Indicate that respondents In schools that 
fel I Into both revenue decline categories were more likely to agree 
(disagree) with the statement that: 

(1) Disagree: Those who make a personal or financial investment 
In this Institution believe they receive ample return 
[Section 4, #7]. 

(2) Agree: We have no place that we could cut expenditures 
without severely damaging the school [Section 4, #16]. 

(3) Disagree: This college has a very high ability to obtain 
financial resources In order to provide a high quality 
educational program [Section 8, #3]. 

(4) Disagree: When hiring new faculty members, this college can 
attract +he leading people In the country In their respective 
fields to take a Job here [Section 8, #4] [Section 7, #12]. 

Respondents In revenue decline schools also rated their 
Institution significantly lower on Items 24, 25, and 28 In Section 8: 

(5) Item 24: How many faculty members at this college are 
actively engaged now In professional development 
activities— e.g. , doing research, getting an advanced degree, 
consulting, etc.? 

(6) Item 25: Colleges may be rated on the basis of their 
relative "drawing power" In attracting top high school 
students. In relation to other colleges with which It 
competes, what proportion of the top students attend this 
Institution rather than the competition. 

(7) Item 28: Organizational health of the college. 
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Items which failed to generate significant differences on any of 
the grouping variables follow. The groups generally differed from 
one-another on these Items by less than .1. Hence, the grand mean 
(I.e., the mean pooled over groups) for each Item Is reported In 
parentheses. The scores are based on a five point scale, where a score 
of "1" stands for "strongly disagree," and a score of "5" for strongly 
agree. 

(1) The tastes and preferences of students have become harder to 
forecast over the past few years (2.7) [Section j # f 4 ]. 

(2) This Institution has many administrators performing 
specialized functions (3.3) [Section 4, #1]. 

(3) The academic programs offered here reflect the mission of 1he 
Institution (4.0) [Section 4, #!>]. 

(4) Major decisions are very centralized (3.5) [Section 4, #9]. 

(5) Innovative activity Is Increasing (3.6) [Section 4, #11]. 

(6) There Is a great deal of turnover In administrative positions 
(2.4) [Section 4, #14]. 

(7) When cutbacks occur, they are done on a prioritized basis 
(3.4) [Section 4, #19]. 

(8) Top administrative positions are now held by Individuals who 
were promoted from within the Institution (2.9) [Section 4, 
#22]. 

(9) We are making our academic programs more diverse (3.5) 
[Section 6, #l]. 

(10) We are Increasing the Investment of the college In functions 
that deal with external people (admissions, development, 
government relations, and others) (3.7) [Section 6, #3]. 
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(11) This Institution tries to Insulate hself from pressures In 
the environment (2.5) [Section 6, #4]. 

(12) The top administrative team provides incentives for 
conserving resources (3.0) [Section 6, #14]. 

(13) One Individual at this Institution makes all resource 
allocation decisions of *»*y consequence (2.5) [Section 7, 
#2]. 

(14) A rational process Is used to make resource allocation 
decisions at this Institution (3.5) [Section 7, #4]. 

(15) No particular pattern characterizes the process by which 
resource allocation decisions are made here (2.5) [Section 7 f 
#5]. 

(16) Resource allocation decisions are political, based on the 
relative power of those Involved (2.7) [Section 7, #6]. 

(17) Resource allocation Is decidedly autocratic (2.6) [Section 7, 
#8]. 

(18) Resource allocation Is decided by coincidence; It Is a matter 
of organized anarchy (2.0) [Section 7, #11]. 

(19) This college Is highly responsive and adaptive to meeting the 
changing needs of Its external constituencies (3.4) [Section 
8, #2]. 

(20) There Is a very high emphasis on Institution-community or 
Institution-environment activities (3.2) [Section 8, #9]. 

(21) A very large number of communlty-orleated programs, 
workshops, projects or activities were sponsored by the 
Institution last year (3.2) [Section 8, #11]. 
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The following Items were converted to a five-point scale, where a 
score of "1" equals "none, 11 and a score of "5" equals "all." 

(22) What proportion of the students who graduated from this 
Institution last year and entered the labor market obtained 
employment In their major field of study (3.4) [Section 8, 
#15]. 

(23) How many students would you say attend this college to 
fulfill definite career or occupational goals as opposed to 
attending for social, athletic, financial, or other reasons 
(3.7) [Section 8, #16]. 

(24) If given the chance of taking a similar Job at another school 
of his or her choice, how many administrators do you think 
would opt for leaving this school (2.6) [Section 8, #19]. 

The following Items were converted to a five-point scale, where a 
score of M 1" suggests "very low," and a score of "5," "very high." 

(25) Recognition and rewards received for good work from superiors 
(3.5) CSectlon 8, #31]. 

(26) The amount of Information or feedback you receive (3.6) 
[Section 8, #32]. 

The results of the correlation analysis Indicate that there are a 
number of differences In perceptions of Institutional beh /lor In 
decline and nondecllne Institutions. With regard to the cutback Items 
from the supplemental questionnaire, It appears that Institutions 
expei ienctng decl Ine engage In more cutback activities than do 
Institutions not experiencing decline. Coupled with the scalogran and 
factor analyses, the results Indicate that there are significant 
differences In the actions selected by decline and nondecllne 
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Institutions, but also that there Is no hierarchy of cutback responses. 
This reinforces the earl ier suggestion that the cutback activities 
elected by Institutions In response to declining enrollments and 
revenues are largely asynchronous, and that the selection of specific 
cutback actions Is largely dependent on the peculiar factors 
constraining an Institution's options. 

The findings for the perceptual Items also Indicate that 
significant differences exist between decline and nondecllne 
Institutions In terms of the perceived hostility of the environment, 
satisfaction of Internal and external constituencies with the 
Institution, credibility of top Institutional leadership, adequacy of 
slack resources, and the ability of the Institution to compete with 
other Institutions for faculty and students. The nonsignificant Items 
are reveaMng In that rhey reflect traditional measures of Internal 
organizational form and function. No significant differences were 
found between decline and nondecllne Institutions i perceptions of 
environmental predictability, specialization, ',«;,trai Izatlon, 
Innovation, turnover, diversification, lewards and feedback, or In 
resource allocation decision styles. 

Many of the Items for which significant differences were found 
have to do with perceptions of an Institution^ environment and Its 
position within It, and with the credibility of Institutional 
leadership to and the satisfaction of organizational constituencies. 
These findings are consistent with the earlier work of the 
Organizational Studies Division, particularly that of Zammuto and 
Cameron (In press) and Chaffee (1982; In --ess). Zammuto and Cameron 
have developed a model of environmental conditions that create 
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different conditions of decline aach of which cal I for different types 
of organizational responses. Chaffee f s work has focused on the role of 
interpretive strategy In satisfying constituents and enhancing 
leadership credibility. While the exploratory analyses were not 
designed to examine the data within the context of these two conceptual 
.rameworks, the results Indicate that future analyses along the lines 
suggested by them will prove fruitful. 

CUTBACK MANAGEMENT AND uESOURCE REALLOCATION 
The final exploratory analysis examines the extent to which 
Institutional factors affect the process of resource reallocation In 
colleges and universities that have experienced declining revenues. 
Resource reallocation under conditions of decline has been cited In the 
administrative commun'^y as being an Important issue. For example, tho 
National Commission on Higher Education Issues (1982: 1) concluded from 
their study of Institutional priorities and administrative leadership 
that "the greatest danger to quality In higher education In the 1980s 
is ••cuts-across-the-board." Moreover, if regularities In the 
reallocation process can be Identified and better understood, It should 
be possible to determine what factors account for the differences In 
perceptions of Individuals at decline and nondecllne institutions. 

This particular analysis differs from the three proceeding ones In 
a number of ways. F'rst, it uses HEGIS financial data rather than data 
from the 1983 questionnaire study. Second, the sample Is selected from 
the HEGIS unlver, of approximately 3,000 Institutions as opposed to 
the survey sample of 336 Institutions. Third, the analyses uses a set 
of hypotheses about resource reallocation developed from existing 
literature rather than explorlnq the characteristics of the data 
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collected In the survey study. Fourth, the analysis focuses on 
determining whether there are structural regularities In the system 
that account for differences In the reallocation process rather than 
examining differences !n behavior or perception. The following section 
discusses the underlying rationale for the National Commission on 
Higher Education Issues concern by examining the Impact of 
across-the-board cuts on Institutional functioning. 

Across-the-board Cuts 

A number of authors, such as Jlck and Murray (1982) and Behn 
(1980), have noted that many organizations, both within and outside of 
higher education, employ across-the-board cuts as a response to 
declining revenues. The public administration and organization theory 
literatures have examined both the reasons for this practice and the 
dangers associated with It. Briefly, admlni jfrators tend to employ 
across-the-board cuts for two reasons. First, across-the-board cuts 
promote an aura of equality; everyone shares equally In the problems of 
the organization (Levlne, 1978; Whetten, 1981). Such appeals for 
equally sharing the burde of reduced revenue* helps avoid the 
political Infighting and conflict associated with the reallocation of 
scarce resources. Second, across-the-board cuts are passive or 
defying responses to decreasing revenues that require little exercise 
of administrative discretion (Jick and Murray, 1982; Murray, Jlck, and 
Bradshaw, 1983). They enable administrators to avoid the reality of 
scarce resources and the hard choices required 1o retrench (Combs, 
1982). In short, across-the-board cuts are a common response to 
declining revenues because they are administratively easier to make 



48 

56 



than Is the process of deciding how an J where to make selective cuts In 
organizational operations. 

Although across-the-board cuts are common and reduce the pain of 
administrative decision making, they do have a number of drawbacks. 
While appearing to be equitable, across-the-board cuts penalize an 
organization^ most efficient units, a phenomenon that Levlne (1979) 
has called the "efficiency paradox. 11 Efficient units have fewer slack 
resources than less efficient units with which to absorb budgetary 
cuts. As a result, across-the-board cuts often have two unintended 
consequences. First, administrators have no Incentive to conserve 
resources and operate efficiently In this situation, something that 
becomes self-defeating during a period of decreasing revenues. Seccnd, 
the production of the organization can decrease disproportionately more 
than the extent to which cuts were made. To paraphrase Behn (1980), 
cutting back any unit beyond a certain point — beyond the point where 
organizational slack can be used to absorb cuts without reducing 
output— will reduce production by more than the percentage of the cut. 

By default, administrators give up control of the retrenchment 
process In using across-the-board cuts. And when administrative 
control Is lost, an Institution can enter Into a "se I f-reen forcing, 
downward spiral of decllnlnc ^sources and capabilities: An Initial 
decrease I? resources forces a first round of programmatic cutbacks; 
these, In turn, discourse the organizations most talented and 
productive members who, also being the most mobile, leave; this hurts 
the organization's, productivity and makes It more difficult for the 
organization to attract resources; the subsequent decrease forces a 
second round of cutbacks (Behn, 1980: 617)," and so the downward spiral 
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continues. Unless administrators can break out of the spiral of 
decline, organizational demise becomes a real possibility (Cyert, 1978; 
Bozeman and SI usher 9 1979). 

While much Is known about the dangers of across-the-boaru cuts, 
little Information Is available on how common the practice Is In higher 
education, or about the factors that affect administrative decisions 
concerning cutback management. This analysis a v tompts to provide such 
Information by examining the reallocation of resources In colleges and 
universities under conditions of declining revenues. Reallocation can 
be defined * ranging between two extremes; from no reallocation, 
where the proportionate distribution of resources across organizational 
units or areas of operation remain constant as revenues decrease (I.e., 
across-the-board cuts), to total reallocation, where all the remaining 
resources of th9 organization are redirected to a single unit or area 
of operation. The analysis examines the effects of the severity of 
revenue decline, the duration of a decline episode, an Institution^ 
recent revenue history, and Institutional control on the reallocation 
of Institutional resources. The expected effects and their rationale 
are presented In the following four hypotheses. 

Hypotheses 

1. The extent to which reallocation occurs Is positively related to 
the severity of declining revenues. 

This rather straightforward proposition Is based on the premise 
that the greater the magnitude of revenue decline, the greater the 
threat to Institutional survival. When Institutional survival Is 
threatened, administrators often have little choice but to undertake 
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drastic action. Moreover, the reality of declining revenues Is 
Immediate and unavoidable, and resistance to change within the 
organization Is reduced. As a result, administrators are more likely 
to take corrective actions and reallocate resources so as to enhance an 
Institution's chances for survival. Therefore, It Is expected that 
there Is less of a propensity to use across-the-board cuts, and a 
greater propensity to make selective cuts and reallr>cate resources as 
the severity of revenue decline Increases. 

2. The duration of a decline episode over time will be Inversely 
related to the extent to which Institutions reallocate resources. 

Jlck and Murray (1982) have suggested that organizations adopt 
more passive responses io decline over time as the length of a decline 
episode Increases. Given that across-the-board cuts are a passive 
response to declining revenues, the expectation Is that Institutions 
will rely on them more with the passage of time. Murray, Jlck, and 
Bradshaw (1983) have empirically demonstrated this effect In a study of 
the responses of six hospitals to declining revenues over a five year 
period. They found that these Institutions Initially responded to 
decreased revenues by Increasing efficiency and reallocating resources. 
But as the duration of the decline episode Increased, the emphasis on 
reallocation gave way to delaying actions such as across-the-board 
cuts. 

3. Institutions that have experienced declining revenues In the past 
are more likely to engage In reallocation than are Institutions 
with no recent history of revenue decline. 
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This proposition Is based on the premise that a recent history of 
declining revenues will sensitize an Institution to the need for 
real location, and make administrators more adept at handling the 
political battles that accompany It. Therefore, a positive 
relationship Is expected between a recent history of revenue decline 
and the ex.ent to which resources are reallocated* 

4, Private Institutions will have a greater propensity to engage In 
reallocation than will public Institutions. 

Behn (1980), Jlck and Murray (1982), and Murray, et al. (1983) 
suggest that Institutions will engage In delaying actions, such as 
across-the-board cuts, If they believe that an external agency Is 
likely to provide additional resources In an emergency situation. 
Public Institution? have state legislatures and coordinating agencies 
that can act as courts of last resort. Private Institutions, with the 
exception of a small number of schools with religious affiliations, are 
less likely to be able to call upon an outside agency to make up 
revenue shortfalls. Moreover, administrators In public Institutions 
appear to have less budgetary discretion than their counterparts In 
private Institutions, which hinders their ability to reallocate 
resources. Therefore, It Is expected that private Institutions are 
more likely to reallocate resources than are public Institutions. 

Methodology 

Data Base and Sample 

Data for this analysis were obtained from the Higher Education 
General Information Survey (HEGIS) finance questionnaires for the 
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period between 1973-74 and 1980-81. The sample Included all 
Institutions In the HE6IS universe that experienced declining revenues 
from one to the next In any of the years between 1975-76 and 1980-E1 . 

Variables 

The reallocation variable to be used In this study was developed 
by Ludwlg (1983). It Is defined as the percentage of constant dollar 
expenditures across functional areas In time t+1 which would differ 
from what would be expected given a pure, across-the-board cutback. 

Notatlonal ly, the reallocation variable Is expressed as follows: 

n=10 

Ps b=i ,a i.t+i -'Vt x (] - c)] | 



12 

f 0<R<] 



n-10 

e a. + - 

Where •a 1 Is the expenditures per area of Institutional operations 
and f C f Is the percent decrease In total organizational expenditures 
from time t to time t+1 . The areas of Institutional operations are: 
1) Instruction, 2) research, 3) public service, 4) academic support, 5) 
libraries, 6) student services, 7) Institutional support, 8) plant 
operation ana maintenance, 9) scholarships and fellowships, and 10) 
educational and general mandatory transfers. The reallocation score 
can range from 0 to 1 , where 0 Indicates a pure, across-the-board 
cutback and 1 Indicates a total reallocation of resources to one area 
of operation. A score of .10 would Indicate that ten percent of en 
Institutions resources were reallocated among operational areas 
between time t and time t+1. 

The severity of revenue decline variable (S) Is the percentage 
decrease In total current dollar revenues from time t to time t+1. The 
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duration or decline is represented by three variables: 1) the number 
of consecutive years or declining revenues (D), 2) the cumulative 
percent decrease In revenues during the current episode (CS), and 3) 
the mean annual percent decrease of revenues during the current episode 
(MS). The revenue history variable Is represented by the cumulative 
percentage decrease In revenues during the past episode of revenue 
decline (PS). Institutions that had not experienced decreasing 
revenues prior to the current episode received a value of zero on this 
variable. Data for 1973-74 and 1974-75 were Included to calculate 
these last four variables so that It was possible for D, CS, MS, and PS 
to have non-zero values during the first /ear Included In the analysis, 
which was 1976-77. Institutional control (C) was operational I zed as a 
dummy variable, with public Institutions being coded "O" and private 
Institutions being coded "I". A dummy variable was also Included to 
represent Institutional type (T) to control for differences between two 
and four-year Institutions. Two-year Institutions were coded "0" and 
four-year Institutions were coded "O". 

Analyses 

The hypotheses were tested by regressing the reallocation variable 
on the seven Independent variables (S, D, CS, MS, PS, C, T). 
Observations for each of the years were pooled Into a single analysis. 
As a result, an Institution could appear as five separate observations 
If Its revenues decline from one year -^o the next during each of the 
years Included In the study. Preliminary analyses Indicated that 
neither autocorrelation or heterosctdastlclty were problems, making 
ordinary least squares regression appropriate. 
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Results 

Table 11 presents percentage decrease In constant dollar revenues 
for the population of colleges and universities between 1976-77 and 
1980-81. Of the total population across the period, 2,907 Institutions 
had complete revenue data. Overall, approximately one-third of the 
Institutions In the sample experienced decreasing constant dollar 
revenues from one year to the next. The table also Indicates that over 
50 percent of the revenue decreases were five percent or less. 

Table 12 presents the distribution of Institutions by the percent 
resource reallocation for the period between 1976-77 and 1980-81. Only 
82.2 percent of the Institutions for which revenue data were available 
also had complete expenditure data, accounting for the differences In 
the number of Institutions In the year columns. This table shows that 
minimal reallocation of resources occurred In most Institutions 
experiencing declining revenues. 54.1 percent of the Institutions 
reallocated five percent or less of their resources between functional 
areas during a period of declining revenues. The results also show 
that 5.5 percent of the Institutions used pure across-the-board cuts. 
The unusual aspect of this finding Is that 79 percent of the 
across-the-board cuts occurred during 1980-81, which may reflect the 
Increased Incidence of decreased state appropriations to public 
Institutions and Increased mid-year budget revisions with the onset of 
the 1980-82 recession. Overall, these two tables show that the 
Incidence of declining revenues was widespread throughout the 
population of colleges and universities, and that the proportion of 
resources reallocated In response was fairly low. 
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Table 11 



Number of Institutions by 
Percent Revenue Decrease, 1976-77 to 1980-81 



Percent Revenue 


1 07£ 77 


1Q77 7Q 


1Q70 "70 

iy/o- /y 


1979-80 


1980-81 


Total 


% 


1 Oh 


oho 


OHC 


coo 


627 


584 


2633 


55.6 


6-10% 


249 


214 


254 


209 


183 


1109 


23.4 


11-15% 


103 


89 


118 


86 


71 


467 


9.9 


16-20% 


53 


44 


53 


34 


35 


219 


4.6 


21-25% 


19 


ZO 


18 


20 


26 


103 


2.2 


26-30% 


19 


14 


15 


11 


13 


72 


1.5 


31-35% 


9 


9 


5 


9 


3 


35 


.7 


36-40% 


4 


11 


4 


7 


1 


27 


.6 


> 41% 


27 


12 


15 


10 


9 


73 


1.5 




1031 


955 


1111 


1013 


925 


4738 


100.0 
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Table 12 



Number of Institutions by 
Percentage Resource Reallocation, 1976-77 to 1980-81 



Percent 



Reallocation 


1976-77 


1977-78 


1978-79 


1979-80 


1980-81 


Total 


% 


0% 


18 


3 


21 


3 


171 


216 


5.5 


1-5% 


279 


352 


436 


421 


404 


1892 


48.6 


6-10% 


216 


169 


213 


182 


147 


927 


23.8 


11-15% 


130 


67 


105 


78 


55 


435 


11.2 


16-20% 


52 


35 


48 


34 


33 


202 


5.2 


21-25% 


23 


21 


26 


18 


9 


97 


2.5 


26-30% 


9 


5 


8 


8 


7 


37 


.9 


31-35% 


6 


5 


7 


5 


6 


29 


.7 


36-40% 


5 


4 


4 


3 


6 


22 


.6 


> 41% 


9 


5 


10 


5 


7 


36 


.9 




747 


666 


878 


757 


845 


3893 


99.9 
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Table 13 presents the results of the regression analysis. 
Examination of the standardized regression coefficients shows that the 
percent decrease In revenues was the best predictor of resource 
reallocation. Th? results Indicate that the greater the decrease In 
revenues, the greater the extent to which reallocation occurred, 
supporting the first hypothesis* The Institutional control variable 
was also a significant predictor of resources reallocation. Private 
Institutions were found to reallocate more resources than public 
Institutions, supporting the fourth hypothesis. 

Of the three variables representing the duration of decline, only 
the number of consecutive years of declining revenues was found to have 
a significant negative relationship with reallocation. This Indicates 
that the extent to which resources are real located Is somewhat 
dependent on the length of a decline episode but not on the cumulative 
or mean annual severity of the episode. Overall, the findings for 
these variables provide partial support for the second hypothesis. 

Institutional type was also found to be significantly related to 
resource real location. The sign of the coefficient Indicates that 
two-year Institutions engage In mors reallocation than four-year 
Institutions. This finding may be related to the fact that two-year 
Institutions face more turbulent economic and enrollment environments 
as compared to four-year Institutions, and, by nature, have to be more 
adept at realigning themselves with prevailing environmental 
conditions. (See Zammuto, 1983 and Rusk, Leslie and Brlnkman, 1982 for 
a discussion of some of the relevant factors.) 

Finally, the Insignificant coefficient for the past revenue 
history variable Indicates that having had past experience with cutback 
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Table 13 



Regression Analysis 

Dependent Variable 

Percent Resource Reallocation (F=86.9, p<_.0001, R 2 =.143) 

Independent Var ..bles 

Percent decrease in total revenues -.289** 
Institutional control .066 



*p<.01 
**p<.001 
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Number of consecutive years of 

declining revenues -.061* 

Mean nnual percent decrease in revenues 

during current episode ,052 

Institutional type .051* 

Cumulative percent decrease in revenues 

during current episode .029 

Cumulative percent decrease in revenues 

during past episode ,020 



management does not appear to make administrators more likely to engage 
In selective cuts In the future. We expected that sane Institutional 
learning would occur as administrators gained experience with the 
cutback process, and that selectivity In making cuts and reallocating 
resources become more pronounced. As such, the results do not support 
the third hypothesis. 

Work Is now underway to determine how the real location process 
affects different areas of Institutional operations (I.e., Instruction, 
research, student services, Institutional support, etc.). Prel Imlno y 
results Indicate that the cutback/p=al location process Is fairly 
complex. Further analyses will determine the extent to which th^re are 
variations In the reallocation of resources across functional areas, 
and how these variations are related to the severity of revenue decline 
encountered, Institutional type, and Institutional control. We expect 
that the major payoff will come when HEGIS enrollment and revenue data 
are available for rhe complete set of years covered In the survey 
study. Once these data are available, it will be possible to conduct 
analyses that determine how the perceptions of Individuals within ^n 
Institution are affected by the reallocation process, how differences 
!n organizational form and function affect reallocation, and what the 
effect of reallocation Is on subsequent Institutional performance. 
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Dear Respondent: 



This questionnaire is part of a national study of performance in colleges and univer- 
sities conducted by the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems. 
Several administrators, faculty department head*, and trustees at your institution are 
completing this instrument. You were selected as a respondent because of the posi- 
tion you hold at this school. 

We are seeking your perceptions of the ouerall institution rather than information 
about one particular department or program. The responses of all individuals will 
remain strictly confidential. The data will be analyzed at NCHEMS in Boulder, 
Colorado, and all individual responses will be aggregated. In addition, the name of 
your institution will be revealed only to individuals at your school in the feedback 
reports to be provided at the conclusion of the study. You will be able to compare 
your institution with other similar schools, but the other schools will be described on 
the basis of their general characteristics, not by name. 

The questionnaire is designed to be nailed back to NCHEMS without needing an 
envelope. On the back cover is printed the address of NCHEMS, along with a sticker 
identifying your institution as the return address. Just seal up the questionnaire and 
drop it in the mail. We will pay the return postage. You will find three peel-off stickers 
included with the questionnaire for your use in sealing up the questionnaire prior to 
mailing it 

Please complete the questionnaire at your earliest convenience; if possible, we 
would like it within 10 days of when you received it. Previous respondents have 
averaged 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire, so despite its length, we hope 
you find the questions interesting and thought-provoking. If you have questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact Dr. Kim Cameron at (303) 497-0368. Thank 
you in advance for your cooperation. 
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SECTION 1 : Changes in the Institution's External Environment 



The following questions concern changes in conditions outside your institution over 
the past few years. Please circle the number to the right of each statement that 
best reflects your institution's experiences since 1979-80. 

1. Major factors outside our institution that affect its enrollments have become more 
predictable over the past few years. 

2. Major factors outside the institution that affect its revenues have become less 
predictable over the past few years. 

3. Competitive actions of other colleges and universities have become more 
predictable over the past few years 

4. The tastes and preferences of students have become harder to forecast over the 
past few years. 

5. Competitive actions of o*her colleges and universities now affect this institution in 
more areas (e.g , price, programs, area served) than in the past. 

6. Competition with other colleges and universities for student enrollments has 
increased over the past few years. 

7. The number of potential students from whom our institution can recruit has 
increased over the past few years. 

8 Financial resources have become more difficult to obtain over the past few years 



T£ 0 T 



iSECTION 2: Decreasing Enrollments! 



This section is concerned with whether your institution has experienced decreasing 
full-time equivalent enrollments during any of the academic years sinv- 0 1979-80. 

: To the best of your knowledge, did full-time equivalent student enrolments 
decrease from one year to the next during any of the academic years from 1979 80 
to 1982-83? 

If you answered "no" to the above question, please skip to Section 3 on the following 
page If you answered 4 yes," please complete the remaining items in this section 

2 Please check the years in which you believe that full-time equivalent enrollments 
decreased from those of the previous year 



.... (1) Yes 
„ (2) ho 



1979-80 



1980-81 



1981-82 



1982-83 



Please circle the number to the right of each statement that best reflects your insti- 
tution's experiences during its most recent episode of decreasing enrollments. 



v C 1j / /A 

co <D / o / / r Ao t 



7. Please indicate in the space below the major factors that caused enrollments to 
decrease at your institution, 
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3. 


Decreasing enrollments were inevitable at that time 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


4. 


Decreasing enrollments presented an immediate threat to the viab lity of this 














institution 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


5 


Predictions of decreasing enrollments provided adequate lead time to ta'<e actions 














that minimized the>r impact. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6. 


Decreasing enrollments were a short-term problem. 


'! 2 


3 


4 


5 
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————SECTION 3: Decreasing Revenues 



This section is concerned with whether your institution has experienced decreasing 
revenues, adjusted for inflation, during any of the academic years since 1979-80. 

1 To the best of your knowledge, did revenues, adjusted for inflation, decrease from 
one >ear to the next during any of the academic years from 1979-8CP 



If you answered "no" to the above question, please skip to Section 4, which begins on 
this page If you answered "yes," please complete the remaining items in this section. 



( 1 ) Yes 

(2) No 



2 Please check the years in which you believe that revenues, adjusted for inflation, 
decreased from *hose o, the previous year. 

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 



1982-83 



-36 37 
38 39 



Please circle the number to the right of eaen statement that best reflects your insti- 
tution's experiences durng its most recent episode of decreasing revenues. 



3 Decreasing revenues were inevitable at that time. 

4. Decreasing revenues presented an immediate threat to the viability of the 
institution. 

5 Predictions of decreasing revenues provided adequate lead time to take actions that 
iTt'pimized their impact 

6. Decreasing revenues were a short-term problem 

7 Please indicate in the space below the major factors that caused revenues to 
decrease at your institution. 




-42 
-43 



-44 45 
46 47 
48 49 



•SECTION 4: Institutional Characteristics 



In this section, we are asking for your impressions of some general characteristics 
of your institution. Please answer each item. If you are not sure, make your best 
guess. 



1. 


This institution has many administrators performing specialized functions 




2 


3 


4 


5 




2. 


Formal policies and rules govern most activities at this institution. 




2 


3 


4 


5 


-bi 


3. 


This institution has a special identity, unlike any other in higher education 




2 


3 


4 


5 


- M 


4. 


There is a general sense that this institution has a distinctive purpose to fulfill. 




2 


3 


4 


5 


-VI 


5. 


The academic programs offered here reflect the mission of the institution 




2 


3 


4 


5 


bb 


6. 


People associa' d with this institution share a common definition of its mission 




2 


3 


4 


5 


bb 


7. 


Those who make a personal or financial investment in this inst 1 Jtion believe that 
they receive an ample return. 




2 


3 


4 


5 


b/ 


8 


The activities of the various units in this institution are loosely coo -.r^ted or loosely 
coupled. 




2 


3 


4 


5 


bH 


9 


Major decisions are very centralized 




2 


3 


A 


5 


b<) 


10. 


Long-term planning is neglected 

/ i 




2 


3 


4 


5 


foO 
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Institutional Characteristics (continued) 




1 1. 


Innovative activity is increasing 


i 
l 


o 
c 




A 
*4 


.2 


-6 1 


1 2. 


Top administrators are often scape goats 


i 
l 


o 


D 


A 
*-t 


*j 




13 


There is a lot of resistance to change in this school. 


i 


<L 


"3 


A 






14. 


There is a great deal of turnover in administrative positions. 


i 
i 


-) 




A 




^ 


1 5. 


morale is increasing among members of this institution. 


i 
l 


<L 


j 


A 


~> 




16. 


We have no place that we could cut expenditures without severely damaging the 
school. 


i 
l 


c. 


D 


A 




—60 


17. 


Special interest groups within the institution are becoming more vocal 


i 


2 


3 


4 




-67 


18. 


Top administrators have high credibility. 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


-68 


19 


When cutbacks occur, they are done on a prioritized basis. 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


-69 


20. 


Conflict is increasing within this institution. 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


-70 


21. 


Top administrators believe that factors outside the institution largely determine its 
condition 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


-7] 


22. 


Top administrative positions are now held by individuals who were promoted from 
within the institution 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 
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i SECTION 5. Type of Institution! 



These questions relate to the type of organization that your institution is most like. Each of these items con- 
tains four descriptions of institutions of higher education. Please distribute 100 points among the four descrip- 
tions depending on how similar the description is to your school. None of the descriptions is any better than 
the others; they are just different. For each question, please use all 100 points 

FOR EXAMPLE. 

In question 1 , if institution A seems very similar to mine, B seems somewhat similar, and C and D 
do not seem similar at all, I might give 70 points to A and the remaining 30 points to B 



1 . Institutional Characteristics (Please distribute 100 points) 



Institution A is a very personal place It is like 

points an extended family. People seem to share a lot 
for A of themselves. 



points 
for C 



Institution C is a very formalized and struc- 
tured place Bureaucratic procedures gen- 
erally govern what people do. 



points 
for B 



for D 



Institution B is a very dynamic and entrepre- 
neurial place. People are wilhng to stick their 
necks out and take risks. 



Institution D is very production oriented. A 

pumts major concern is with getting the job done. 
People aren't very personally involved 



- M < S 
HO HI 



2 Institutional Leader (Please distribute 100 points) 

The head of institution A is gei.erally consid- 
pomts ered to be a mentor, a sage, or a father or 
for a mother figure. 

The head of institution C is generally consid- 
points ered to be a coordinator, an organizer, or an 
fo ^ administrator. 

ERIC 



The head of institution B is generally consu- 
pomts ere d to be an entrepreneur, an innovator, or 
for B a risk taker. 

The head of institution D is generally consul- 
points ered to be a producer, a technician, or a hard- 
,or D driver. 

7a 



Type of Institution (continued)? 



3. Institutional "Glue" (Please distribute 100 points) 

The glue that holds institution A together is 

loyalty and tradition. Commitment to this 
school runs high. 



points 
for A 



points 
for C 



The glue that holds institution B together is a 
commitment to innovation and develop- 
ment. There is an emphasis on being first. 



The glue that holds institution C together is 
formal rules and policies. Maintaining a 
smooth-running institution is important here. 



points 
torB 



points 
i or D 



The glue that holds institution D together is the 
emphasis on tasks and goal accomplishment. 

A production orientation is commonly shared. 



-90 41 
Q2. 9^ 
94 95 
96 97 



4. Institutional Emphases (Please distribute 100 points) 

- Institution A emphasizes h' .ian resources. 

High cohesion and morale in the school are 
important. 

Institution C emphasizes permanence and 
stability. Efficient, smooth operations are 
important. 



points 
for A 



points 
for C 



points 
for B 



points 
for D 



Institution B emphasizes growth and acquir- 
ing new resources. Readiness to meet new 
challenges is important 



Institution D emphasizes competitive actions 
and achievement. Measurable goals are 
important. 



-98 99 
I 00 101 
!02 103 
104 105 



SECTION 6: Institutional Strategy. 




The following section deals with the strategy your institution is pursuing. Please 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item, based on your 
own perceptions. 



1 . We are making our academic psograms more diverse. 

2 We are changing the composition of our student body, making it more diverse 

3. We are increasing the investment of the college in functions that deal with external 
people (admissions, development, government relations, and others). 

4. This institution tries to insulate itself from pressures in the environment. 

5. This institution tries new activities or policies, but not until after others have found 
them successful. 

6. This institution is likely to be the first to try new activities or policies 

/ . Our top administrators educate important outsiders about the value of the institu- 
tion in order to improve its legitimacy in their eyes. 

8. This institution tends to do more of what it does well, to expand in areas we have 
expertise. 

9. This institution establishes new domains of activity. 

10 We are increasing the quality of the individuals in top administrative positions 

1 1 . Top administrators emphasize finding new money, more so than saving money, for 
a balanced budget. 

12. The top administrative team has developed multi-^ar stategies to achieve long- 
term institutional objectives. 

1 3. The top administrative team receives rapid and accurate feedback about enrollment 
and financial conditions. 

14. The top administrative team provides incentives for conserving resources. 




Institutional Strategy (continued) 



15. Of the four actions listed below, which one is the most likely response of this institution to changes in the 
outside world^ (check one response) 

. 1 Change the institutions policies and procedures 

2. Change the institutions image through communication 

3 Change the kinds of students, suppliers, or donors we deal with 

4 Weather any storm, making no changes 

16. Of the four actions listed below, which one is the least likely response of this institution to changes in the 
outside world? (check one response) 

1 . Change the institutions policies and procedures 

2. Change the institution's image through communication 

3. Change the kinds of students, suppliers, or donors we deal with 

4. Weather any storm, making no changes -122 



SECTION 7: Institutional Decision Processes 



The following questions deal with the decision process used at the institution for 
allocating resources — whether the resources are staff positions, dollars, space, or 
other valuable items. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
each item. 
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1. 


This institution has a standard set of procedures it uses to make resource allocation 














decisions. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


2. 


One individual at this instituti n makes all resource allocation decisions of any 














consequence. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




People at this institution make resource allocation decisions coMegially 


1 


~> 


3 


4 


5 


4. 


A rational process is used to make resource allocation decisions at this institution 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


5. 


No particular pattern characterizes the process by which resource allocation 














decisions are made here. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6. 


Resource allocation decisions are political, based on the relative power of those 














involved. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


7. 


Resource allocation is decided bureaucratically at this institution 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


8. 


Resource allocation is decided autocratically. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


9. 


Resource allocation is a matter for group discussion and consensus 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


10. 


Resource allocation decisions are based 1 what objectively seems best Tor this 














institution overall. 


1 


2 


3 


4 




11. 


Resource allocation is decided by coincidence; it is a matter of organized anarchy 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


12. 


Persuasion, negotiation, and coalition-building are examples of what determines 














resource allocation. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 
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! SECTION 8: Performance and Actions of the Institution; 



The items in this section ask about the performance and actions of your institution. 
If you are not sure of the item, please make your best guess. 

To what extent are the following characteristics typical of this institution? 

1 . One of the outstanding features of this institution is the opportunity it provides stu- 
dents for personal development in addition to academic development. 

2. This college is highly responsive and adaptive to meeting the changing needs of its 
external constituencies. 

3. This college has a very high ability to obtain financial resources in order to provide a 
high quality educational program. 

4. When hiring new faculty members, this college can attract the leading people in the 
country in their ropective fields to take a job here. 

5 There seems to be a feeling that dissatisfaction is high among students at this 
institution. 

6 There have been relatively large numbers of students either drop out or not return 
because of dissatisfaction with their educational experiences here. 

7. I am aware of a large number of student complaints regarding their educational 
experience here as registered in the campus newspaper, meetings with faculty 
members and administrators, or other public forums 

8. There is a very nigh emphasis on activities outside the classroom designed specif- 
ically to enhance students' personal, non-academic development 

9 There is a very high emphasis on institution-community or institution-environment 
activities. 

10. Students develop and mature in non-academic areas (e.g., socially, emotionally, 
culturally) to a very large degree directly as a result of their experiences at this 
institution 

I I . A very large number of community-oriented programs, workshops, projects, or 
activities were sponsored by this institution last year 
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I 2 Think of last year s graduating class at this institution. Please rate the academic attainment or academic level 
achieved by that class as a whole. (Select one) 



1 ) That clacs is among the very top classes 
in the country. 

2) That class is well above average. 

3) That class is slightly above average 

4) That class is about average. 



5) That class is slightly below average 

6) That class is below average. 

7) That class is near the bottom of 
classes across the country 



I 3 Estimate what percent of the graduates from this institution go on to obtain degrees in graduate or professional 
schools. 

!) From 91% to 100% of the students 5) From 3 I % to 45% go on 

here go on for advanced degrees. „ _. , _ fw 

_______ 6) From 16% to 30% go on 

2) From 76% to 90% go on. 

7) From 0 to 15% go on to obtain 



. 3) From 61 % to 75% go on. advanced degrees 

. 4) From 46% to 60% go on. 



[Performance and Actions of the Institution (continued) ■ 



Please use the following scale in responding to the following questions 

7 — All 5 — More than half 3 — Less than half 



1 — None 



6 — A large majority 



4 — About half 



2 — A small minority 



1 4. How many students would you say engage in extra academic work (e.g . reading, studying, writing) 

over and above what is specifically assigned in the classroom. 

1 5. What proportion of the students who graduated from this institution last year and entered the labor 

market obtained employment in their major field of study? 

1 6. How many students would you say attend this college to fulfill definite career or occupational goals 

as opposed to attending for social, athletic, financial, or other r easons :) 

1 7. Of those students who obtained employment after graduating from this institution, for how many of 

them was career training received at this institution important in helping them obtain their jobs? 

1 8. If given the chance of taking a similar job at another school of his or her choice, how many faculty 

members do you think would opt for leaving this school? 

1 9. If given the chance of taking a similar job at another school of his or her choice, how many adminis- 
trators do you think would opt for leaving this school? 

20. Estimate how many faculty members at this institution are personally satisfied with their 

employment. 

2 1 . Estimate how many administrators at this college are personally satisfied with their employment. 

22. How many faculty members at this institution would you say published a book or an article in a 

professional journal, or displayed a work of art in a show last year? 

23. What proportion of the faculty members would you estimate teach at the "cutting edge" of their 

field — i.e , require current journal articles as reading, revise syllabi at least yearly, discuss current 
issues in the field, etc.? 

24 How many faculty members at this college are actively engaged now in professional development 

activities — e.g., doing research, getting an advanced degree, consulting, etc.? 

25. Colleges may be rated on the basis of their relative "drawing power" in at\acting top high school 

students. In relation to other colleges with which it competes, what propcMon of the top students 
attend this institution rather than the competition? 



This section asks you to rate your perceptions of the general day-to-day functioning of the overall institution Please 
respond by circling the number that best represents your perceptions of each item. If you agree strongly with one 
end of the scale, circle a number closer to that end of the scale. If you feel neutral about the item, circle a number 
near the middle of the scale. 



FOR EXAMPLE: 

How is the weather in this town? 

warm, bright, and sunny 

How do you perceive the following? 

26. Student/faculty relationships 

unusual closeness, lots of informal 
inteiaction, mutual personal concern 



© 



3 4 5 6 7 



12 3 4 5 6 7 



cold, wet, and dismal 



no closeness, mostly instrumental 
relations, little informal interaction 



27. Equity of treatment and rewards 

people treated fairly and 
rewarded equitably 
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2 3 4 5 6 7 



7:i 



favoritism and inequity present, 
unfair treatment exists 



iPerformance and Actions of the Institution (continued)' 



28 Organizational health of the college 

college runs smoothly, healthy 
organization, productive internal i 
functioning 

29 General levels of trust among people here 

high suspicion, fear, distrust, ^ 
insecurity 

30. Conflicts and friction in the college 

large amount of conflict, disagree- 
ments, anxiety, friction ' 



5 6 



2 3 4 5 6 7 



2 3 4 5 6 7 



31 Recognition and rewards received for good work from superiors 

recognition received for good 
work, rewarded for success 



2 3 4 5 6 7 



32 The amount of information or feedback you receive 

feel informed, in the-know, 
information is always available 



12 3 4 5 6 7 



college runs poorly, unhealthy 
organization, unproductive internal 
functioning 

high trust, security, openness 



no friction or conflicts, friendly, 
collaborative 



no rewards for good work, no one 
recognizes success 

feel isolated, out-ot-it, 
information is never available 



! SECTION 9: Respondent Demographics! 



These items ask for some personal demographic information. This information will not be used to try to 
identify you, rather it simply will help us in our analysis of the questionnaire data. Please answer each item. 

1 . In what year were you born^ 



2. in how many organizations have you worked in your professional careen* 

3. How many years have you held your current position? 

4 Ar^ *<ou male or female ? 

5. Have you received degrees (i e., bachelors, masters, or doctorate) in any of the following fields' 5 (please 
check all that apply) 



1) Business administration 

2) Educational administration 

3) Public administration 



4) Health Care administration 

5) Personnel or Industrial administration 

6) Other administration fields 



6. In what field did you receive your last degree^ 

1) Humanities (e.g., literature, languages) 

2) Fine Arts (e g., music, sculpture) _ 

3) Physical Sciences (e.g , physics, chemistry) 

4) Biological Sciences (e.g., zoology, botany)_ 

5) Social Sciences (e g., sociology 

economics) 



_ 6) Mathematics jnd Computer Sciences 
__ 7) Professional Fields (e.g . law. 

engineering) 
_ 8) Administration Fields (educational, 

business) 
_ 9) Other . 



7. How many years have you been affiliated with this institution? 

8 What is your highest academic degree^ 

1 ) Doctorate or other terminal degree 

2) Masters 

3) Bachelors 

4) Associate 



- 1 /o 

171 
1 ?2 
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Supplemental Objective Data 



Dear Institutional Researcher, 

The questions in the attached booklet deal vith your personal views and nave 
been asked of several individuals associated with thi^. institution. The questions 
on both sides of this page deal with facts and are askad only of you f in your 
official capacity. Please answer all items to the best of your ability. After 
responding, please leave this page in the questionnaire booklet, seal, and mail 
it as directed on the cover. Thank you. 



Pi rections . Please indicate whether each of the following events has occurred 
here since the 1978-79 acaJemic year. Circle "1" for "(J" fcr no. 



Yes 



1. Restrict travel, telephone, and supply purchases 

2. Lower a ss ions standards 

3* Postpone planned equipment purchases 

4. Cut library budget 

5« Tighten tenure requirements 

6. Reduce support staff through attrition 

7« Reduce energy costs through conservation 

8. Employ part-time in place of full-time faculty 

9. Reduce secretarial staff 

10. Defer maintenance and renovation projects 

11. Increase faculty workload 

12. Reduce nurber of course offerings 

13. icresse tuition, room, and board charges beyond inflation 
rate 

U. juire larger and/or earlier tuition deposits 

15* neduce the number of student services personnel 

16. Enter contractual agreements with other agencies to reduce 
costs 

17. Eliminate general fund support of intercollegiate athletics 
18 Borrow money to cover operating shortfalls 

1*. Lease, convert, or close dorm space 

20. Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions 

21. Eliminate off-campus pr jrams 

22. Eliminate off-campus teaching sites 

23. Declare a state of financial exigency 

24. Terminate tenured factlty 



No 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



10 
11 
iz 
is 

14 

16 
16 
27 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

2Z 
24 

2S 

2e 

27 
29 
29 
30 
SI 
32 
33 
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OVER, PLEASE 



S2 



25. Merge institution w»th another institution 

26. Establish new of f-campus teaching sites 

27. Expand hours of the day in which courses are offered 

28. Expand days on which classes are taught 

29. Offer degree levels not offered before 

30. Enter contractual agreements with other agencies to cooperrte 
in offering courses 

31. Increase in-state student recruitment efforts 

32. Increase out-of-state student recruitment efforts 

33. Develop or increase courses for part-time students 

3A. Develop or increase the number of adult leisure courses 

35. Develop or increase the number of continuing education courses 



Yes 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 



No 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



36. 



37. 



Does the school have a brief phrase or statement, commonly 
used, that summarizes its mission? 

If yes, what is it? 



Does the president have a brief phrase or statement, commonly 
used, that summarizes his or her current priorities for the 
school? 



If yes, what is it?_ 



38. Please list below the institutions t at are your major competitors in 
recruiting new students: 



1._ 
2. 

3.. 

5.^ 
6. 
7.. 
8. 



FICE. Do not 
mark here. 



53-59 

- S9-64 
6S-70 

" 71-7$ 
m 77-$t 

69-94 



Thank you again for your assistance. Please return inside questionnaire booklet. 
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